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Featured Application: This paper presents a redesign approach integrating design for additive
manufacturing and topology optimisation, which supports the designer in product and process
modification. Thanks to the integration of a systematic concept selection-based approach
for product optimisation, the method provides an objective assessment of the developed
configurations from a functional and production point of view. As a main goal, the method
leads to cost and material reduction, without affecting product functionality. All these tools are
implemented into a commercial computer aided technologies (CAx) platform, leading to a higher
level of integration.
Abstract: The development of additive manufacturing allows the transformation of technological
processes and the redesign of products. Among the most used methods to support additive
manufacturing, the design can be optimised through the integration of topology optimisation
techniques, allowing for creating complex shapes. However, there are critical issues (i.e., definition of
product and process parameters, selection of redesign variants, optimised designs interpretation,
file exchange and data management, etc.) in identifying the most appropriate process and set-ups,
as well as in selecting the best variant on a functional and morphological level. Therefore, to fully
exploit the technological potentials and overcome the drawbacks, this paper proposes a systematic
redesign approach based on additive manufacturing technologies that integrate topology optimisation
and a tool for selecting design variants based on the optimisation of both product and process features.
The method leads to the objective selection of the best redesigned configuration in accordance with
the key performance indicators (KPIs) (i.e., functional and production requirements). As a case
study, the redesign of a medical assistive device is proposed, previously developed in fused filament
fabrication and now optimised for being 3D printed with selective laser melting.
Keywords: design for additive manufacturing; topology optimisation; design variants selection;
redesign; design method; selective laser melting; assistive device; design optimisation
1. Introduction
Additive manufacturing (AM) technologies enable the construction of complex parts, such as
high-performance parts or highly customised and specific parts [1,2]. Production of parts providing
features of almost every function and shape becomes feasible [3]. Since part complexity and geometrical
features have low impact on product cost and production time, construction of batches of parts different
from the other becomes feasible. Moreover, the direct link between a computer aided design (CAD)
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model and a built part can be currently exploited in order to produce in a fast way both prototypes
and end-use parts [4].
Therefore, several technologies have been replaced by AM, even if this replacement requires
dedicated redesign of product and process. In the past, other technological changes affected
the production of parts and components: as an example, in the 2000s, the metal replacement
(or metal-to-plastic replacement) started to be one of the main industrial trends [5,6], involving all the
industrial fields, and it is still an ongoing trend. Similarly, but most recently, we can state that the same
role is played by the AM technologies. These trends share the main common goal of making parts
lighter and more efficient to be manufactured. Moreover, AM can further benefit from its integration
with topology optimisation (TO), leading to complex morphologies and free form models, with an
increase in product customisation.
Many industrial sectors have been positively influenced by AM, e.g., aerospace and automotive,
as well as the medical field, which can mainly benefit from parts produced specifically for individual
patient’s needs. Biomedical devices account for many applications [7] as well as challenges concerning
prosthetics and implants development, surgical and diagnostic aids and even tissue and organ
engineering [8,9], occupational therapy and rehabilitation [10,11]. A further example is the development
of customised assistive devices (ADs), with positive integration of AM and co-design approaches [12].
All these changes open new frontiers as well as new drawbacks. With particular regards to a redesign
process based on AM, the following main issues may occur [13]:
• Selection of redesign variants: The outputs of the TO consist of a great number of variants,
which need to be managed and selected.
• Optimised designs interpretation: A wide number of topologically optimised design alternatives
usually occur due to the redesign loops during the workflow iterations, requiring the designer to
evaluate and interpret them into CAD models.
• Definition of product and process parameters: The designer is used to evaluate and optimise
one parameter at a time or a single parameter category, considering separately functional and
production requirements.
• File exchange and data management during the workflow iterations: The entire workflow,
from the first model to final job creation, involves different software tools that need different file
formats (as inputs), requiring multiple conversions of file formats due to iterations during the
design and the industrialisation tasks. An STL file is used as interchange file between different
software: as a support for CAD modelling parts starting from the results of TO, for finite elements
analysis (FEA) simulation, for industrialisation tasks in the AM preparation software, for AM
process simulation.
These practises, common in the industry, highlight the need for approaches, methods and tools
to support the product optimisation and, at the same time, the process optimisation, by identifying
the best-developed solution. Therefore, to exploit the benefits offered by the AM implementation,
the concurrent development of technology and its specific knowledge is urged. Thus, design for additive
manufacturing (DfAM) of proper methods, systematic tools, objective guidelines and approaches,
as well as their implementation and application, is fundamental [14–16].
In this work, we share our experience with the development of a product redesign approach when
replacing/changing the manufacturing technology and, then, its guiding design principles. As a case
study, we focus on the development of an assistive device (AD), originally co-designed with patients,
which failed some functional goals due to the original material and production process.
The paper is organised as follows: Firstly, the systematic method for the redesign of product is
introduced in Section 2; Section 3 reports the case study and the tools involved; in Section 4, the results
of the redesign method implementation are discussed; finally, the conclusions are summarised in
Section 5.
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2. Method
A product optimisation approach can be considered as a key phase of a general DfAM
workflow [17], as synthesised in Figure 1. The workflow represents an iterative process based
on product and process optimisation subjected to design and industrialisation constraints, aiming to
exploit the potentials of the AM technology.
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The workflow consists of four main phases: The product planning phase leads to the complete
definition of the product data, considering design targets and constraints, and including testing results
and users’ suggestions. Concerning the design phase, the product optimisation and validation tasks
aim to achieve the established targets. I the industrialisation phase, pr cess study and 3D printi g
prepar tion are mandatory, while a ditional optimisation can be performed. The prod ction phase
covers 3D printing and post-processing operations necessary to provid the user with the ptimised
product version.
Moreover, product optimisation can be obtained by implementing TO techniques [14,18] and is
generally achieved through a series of redesigns. Both these operatio s are in luded among the mo t
time-consuming activities and represent a complex res arch a ea due to automation needs [19,20].
Ther fore, this phase can benefit from a systematic approach to b tter xploit he potentials offered by
AM, whil clarifying the decisional steps and speeding up the w rkflow. Figure 2 proposes workflow
that provides a design optimisation through a sy t matic concept selection-based ap ach [21].
The aim is to perf rm a design solution exploration by using TO and subsequently defining esults
selection criteria. Results represent conceptual soluti ns generated from TO. Finally, by i tegrating the
decisional process into a struct red system called trade-off study, just one final redesign ca occur in
order to perform product optimisation.
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To perform the concept selection step, data collected from analyses and simulation are processed
into spreadsheets to create key perf rmance indi ators (KPIs) matrices. The eval ated elements can be
related not only o he product features but also to the associated processes. By assigning scores and
weights to KPIs and depending on the design specifications, the systematic concept selection-based
approach can be performed and i tegrated into the eneral DfAM workflow. Furthermore, the appr ach
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can be extended from DfAM to product redesign and design optimisation, therefore considering in
general different product variants, manufacturing technologies or further studies.
3. Case Study—Can Opener Assistive Device
In this section, we present the integration of the proposed method into a co-design approach for
the development of assistive devices (ADs) and the selected case study is described and analysed,
defining design objectives and constraints and detailing the optimisation approach.
3.1. Method Integration
The method adopted to exploit AM potentials for development of customised ADs is based on
a systematic approach [12]. Product customisation is made possible thanks to the patient’s involvement
through a co-design approach. The workflow is composed by sundry different tasks to be performed in
sequence. These include mapping of the patient’s needs, co-design phase, parametric modelling of the
AD, validation process, finalisation of models and documentation (Figure 3). Two iterative redesign
loops can occur to optimise the AD design. The former is based on results of the patient’s preliminary
validation of the first prototype. The latter can be performed after the 6-month follow-up and
long-term use verification. Redesign loops provide implementation of design modifications required
on morphological and/or functional features. A possible execution can be based on direct patient’s
inclusion for AD improvement [22], especially if functional targets are achieved, whereas ergonomic or
aesthetic ones are not satisfied. Otherwise, at each of these stages, a redesign for AM that provides
product optimisation (including process/material replacement) can be required to achieve the expected
functional targets. For example, after prototyping and testing, some critical issues and suggestions of
improvements can emerge and, at this point, product optimisation can occur.
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3.2. Original Part Analysis: Possible Issues
The original can opener may be functionally decomposed into two parts. The first interfacing
with the can and its tab, and the second with the patient’s hand (i.e., the handle) [12]. The first part is
aimed at opening the can tab, with a lifter able to be inserted under the tab and lift it, and a geometry
acting as a lever fulcrum. The second part of the can opener acts as a handle for the patient, and it can
be resized in its section sizes and length in accordance with the patient’s anatomy.
The parts had been made by fused filament fabrication (FFF) of poly-lactic acid (PLA), with the
aim of containing production costs. This material is generally used for rapid prototyping applications
due to its manufacturability (easiness of 3D printing), aesthetical quality, and low cost. Mechanical
properties are quite good in terms of allowable stress, but 3D-printed PLA has poor impact resistance
and elongation at break, and worse heat resistance. Nevertheless, the physical test of the AD and
mostly its daily use over time brought some cases to part failure. The main issue regards the front
hook detachment from the item head, but also the low wear resistance of PLA (FFF) affected the
product durability.
To overcome these limitations, the device is required to be improved in its design working on
structural strength. An FEA simulation of the can opener shows that the part failure is related to a high
stress concentration on the front hook. In particular, Figure 4 shows that a force of 50 N (about 5 kg)
applied at the handle causes a stress on the region that is over the threshold of the tensile strength
(about 59 MPa) of the material.
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3.3. Design Objectives and Constraints
Firstly, to define Product Data for design optimisation, objectives and constraints are analysed:
1. The part general shape should be kept to preserve the AD functionality. In particular, the can
opener had been functionally optimised in lifter and fulcrum size and shape, so these elements
should not be modified.
2. To improve structural behaviour, a material change is required at least for the stressed elements,
which have to be made of metal. Mean values of mechanical properties of some of the strongest
materials processed by FFF have been analysed and compared to a stainless steel obtained by
powder bed fusion (PBF), as shown in Table 1. Special filaments like Sabic Ultem® PEI [23]
or PEEK [24] can reach optimal strength, with the issue of very high costs.
3. Since the AD has to be provided free of charge, costs have to be minimised. Minimum metal
material usage is fundamental, according to eventual technological constraints to reduce
production cost. Moreover, the material saving leads to lower costs for required energy and
machine time.
4. To create the redesign of a part to be produced by AM, aiming at improving part strength while
reducing its mass, freeform TO has been chosen as the key step for product optimisation.
5. The redesign is based on splitting the AD in two parts, which are the already the optimised
handle, made of PLA, and a structural head featuring a beam insert, made of 316L Stainless Steel
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(316L SS) (Figure 5). The parts have to be additively manufactured, respectively, by FFF and PBF
technologies, and then they can be coupled and glued.
Table 1. Material comparison for additive manufacturing process: fused filament fabrication (FFF) and
powder bed fusion (PBF).
Material PLA (FFF) PC (FFF) Special (FFF) 316L (PBF)
Density (kg/m3) 1.24 1.2 1.32 7.91
Young’s modulus (GPa) 2.15 2.25 3.5 180
Ultimate tensile strength (MPa) 59 68 100 530
Specific Cost (EUR/kg) 25 50 500 150
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3.4. Optimisation Approach and Tools
A general DfAM approach based on TO can be implemented using an integrated platform
to perform design optimisation, since it could provide benefits speeding up the DfAM workflow
due to data management and exchange minimisation [13]. The platform allows integration of TO,
product simulation, printing preparation and process simulation tools into the CAD environment [17].
Moreover, it provides a specific feat re to generate data that can be manipulated in order to perform
the aforementioned trade-off study step. We selected the Dassault Systèmes 3DExperience platform.
Once objectives and constraints have been defined, a concept development phase based on
optimisation computing, structural validation and process-related remarks is required. Subsequently,
the trad -off study based on results of TO can b used to select the final conce t mod l. Finally,
detail modelling is required to obtain the optimised component and then physical prototyping can start.
4. Results
4.1. Model Setup
To simulate part behaviour during the can opening, the structural modelling consists of a load
positioned at the centre of the handle with vertical direction (load condition), a hinge allowing rotation
on the fulcrum and a fixed displacement restraint in the vertical direction on the top of the lifter
(restraints), as shown in Figure 6.
The Design Space for computation originates from the original can opener model: it should be as
large as possible to avoid over-constraining the optimisation. Moreover, three functional elements are
introduced as Non-Design Space volumes: the beam insert introduced to couple with the plastic handle
and, according to the functional design constraints, the optimised lifter and fulcrum size and shape.
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4.2. Topology Optimisation
A computational algorithm is set up to maximise part stiffness for a fixed target mass. Firstly,
sunder iterations between optimisation and structural validation lead to the establishment of target
mass value, as depicted in Figure 7 (top). First computations are based on a rough mesh in order to
reduce computational cost whereas subsequent models are refined by creating a finer mesh in order to
obtain more accurate results.
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Figure 7. (Top): Topology optimisation refinement of the concept (a) and (bottom): a comparison of the
enlarged (a), the top-limited (b), the bottom-limited (c) and the fully limited (d) design spaces.
TO is run on four design spaces, ranging between the design space shape constrained by the
original part profile and an enlarged design space in order to study the ideal shape from a structural
point of view. Figure 7 (bottom) shows firstly the enlarged design space (a), which corresponds to
a volume that includes the original can opener model but is limited on three sides by the functional
elements, which cannot be modified. Then, the top-limited design space (b) considers only the volume
below the upper face of the original model while, conversely, the bottom-limited one (c) cannot exceed
the can opener’s lower profile. Finally, the fully limited design space (d) cannot exceed the original part
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profile. The design space should bring to the result the best structural performance. It is fundamental
to preserve the lower profile (i.e., the fulcrum), since it is given by the part envelope during the can
opening. Conversely, for the upper shape, further constraints are not necessary, and, in this way,
optimisation can be less constrained, so both results from design space (c) and (d) are feasible. TO setup
is based on a target mass around 25 g, and a process-related constraint of minimum thickness for
computed elements of 2.5 mm.
4.3. Concept Simulation
The results from TO have to be validated from a structural point of view. The use of an integrated
platform allows one to obtain a finite element simulation directly on the optimisation output. A tool
for automatic generation of a solid model starting from the computed shape is used for this purpose.
Since a manual modelling for geometry interpretation is not required before having a structural
validation, the exploration process of possible solutions is sped up. Figure 8 depicts results from
the finite element analyses of concept models, respectively, from the enlarged (a), the top-limited (b),
the bottom-limited (c) and the fully limited (d) design spaces. Maximum permissible stress is 260 MPa,
calculated with a safety factor = 2 from the 316L SS tensile strength.
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4.4. Concept Industrialisation 
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energy and machine time) and increases AD costs. To do that, as shown in Figure 10, printing 
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the bottom-limited (c) and the fully limited (d) design spaces.
Concept models are validated since the stress of each one is below the maximum permissible.
As expected, the unconstrained model (a) shows the best performance, while the fully limited one
(d) shows the worst stiffness. Figure 9 depicts part deformations and shows that concept (a) has
a maximum displacement less than half of concept (d). Figure 9 depicts in particular a high level of
strain energy on its upper surface—a sign that the shape constraint in that region badly affects the
part behaviour.
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4.4. Concept Industrialisation
An industrialisation study on concept shapes is necessary to evaluate the a ount of supports
required to produce the parts, si ce their introduction leads to higher material usage (as well as energy
Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 7841 9 of 13
and machine time) and increases AD costs. To do that, as shown in Figure 10, printing preparation
of models has been performed, including proper part orientation and generation of wire type
perforated supports. The model’s orientation is selected for both component’s strength maximisation
(considering material anisotropy) and support material minimisation (considering process costs).
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The volume of each part, including its supports, has been calculated to quantitatively evaluate
variation in usage of material, energy and machine time, under the hypothesis of the linear link between
build time and material to be processed.
4.5. Trade-Off Study
Concept models have to be evaluated on the basis of part mass, its structural features, but also
on a technological point of view. Many actual design efforts aim at combining both structural and
economical aspects [25]. In his way, a first analysis includes the design performance (structu al aspect)
and a second one, the industrialisation (economical a pect). Figure 11 summarises the p rformed
trade-off study b sed both the product and process elements, onsidering the four concepts (a in its
third efinement version (V3), b, c, and d).
Figure 11. Key performance indicators (KPIs) matrix involved in the trade-off study step: the four
concepts (a–d) are compared in the columns.
The first analysis is based on KPIs such as mass, part compliance and elastic strain energy
minimisations; in addition, a structural score has been calculated. The result, as expected, is that
concept (a) shows the best topology and the best performance: while not the lightest in mass, it has
the best stress state, stiffness and the lowest strain energy. Subsequently, the volume of each part,
including its supports, has been considered to quantitatively evaluate changes in material, energy and
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machine time usage. Then, the calculated score has been added to the first to obtain a total score for
concept selection, taking into account even production costs. Results from the first analysis change,
for example concept (a), which showed the best structural score, is the one with the maximum material
usage. In particular, concept (c), despite having quite lower features with regard to stiffness, stress state
and strain energy, shows lower mass (just higher than concept (d)) and strongly requires less support
material, so the estimated build time is reduced by 14%. Considering both analyses, the best total score
is assigned to (c) and thus it has been selected for the final design.
4.6. Final Design
Once the final concept selection is performed, redesign operations are required. Usually,
the application of the general DfAM workflow using specific stand-alone tools requires many redesigns.
Conversely, through a CAD platform it can be possible to carry out the whole design solutions
exploration without making geometry interpretations and thus limiting the redesign step to the
selected concept solution. This can lead to high effectiveness of the method and reduction in product
development time. Figure 12 depicts the final design for the topology optimised structural head and
the model of the AD with the handle assembled.
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4.7. Production and Testing
Concerning the production phase, the process setup of the structural metal head to be built by
PBF defined in the industrialisation study is achieved. Conversely, the plastic handle is built by a rapid
prototyping standard FFF process. As previously mentioned, the head is made of 316L SS while the
handle is made of PLA. Subsequently, the post-processing phase is performed on both components
and they are glue . Figu 13 shows th printed and assembled optimised product.
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Finally, a phys cal test for final valid tion of the optimised product is requ red. Sub istence of
part f nctionality is verified, an st uctural strength a d wear resistance specifications ar respected.
Figure 14 shows the AD usage operations.
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5. Conclusions
This paper presents a systematic workflow for the redesign of a part or component and its
additive manufacturing production, after being topologically optimised. Starting from a traditional
manufacturing technology, the workflow leads to technology change and material replacement.
Today, AM is used in all the fields requiring single-batch production and maximum customisation,
thanks to its inner production potentials. Moreover, the use of TO leads to lightweight structures,
even if it generates more than one design variants with similar performance, so design selection criteria
are urged, such as the one presented here.
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• The use of an integrated platform leads to shortened times, reduced validation/optimisation times
because it is managed systematically.
• The method is independent from the geometry to be redesigned, so it can fit with different fields of
applications; in this paper, it is applied to the redesign of a medical AD but can easily be extended
to other sectors.
Regarding the specific case study, the results show:
• Increased performance and achievement of the functional goals.
• On the one hand, the new technology replaces the previous process but, on the other hand,
it integrates with it by splitting the component into two parts (the method acts only on the most
critical one).
• The redesign preserves and indeed improves the primary functionality of the AD (structural aspect)
and responds to further needs, e.g., durability over time.
As a main con, the construction costs are high and not convenient for large-scale production,
even if the workflow allows for cost minimisation thanks to TO and the cost itself is partly compensated
by the part durability, since the original part requires frequent replacements.
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